Previous research suggests competing hypotheses regarding the effect of power on social projection. The current research proposes that this effect depends on the characteristics to be projected, namely warmth and competence. In four studies, participants first rated themselves on a list of traits/preferences, they then performed a power manipulation task, and, finally, they rated a target person on the same list. Studies 1 and 2 found that high-power participants projected less than low-power participants on characteristics related to warmth. Studies 3 and 4 revealed an interaction between power and dimensions of judgment such that low-power participants projected less than high-power participants on competence whereas the reverse was found on warmth. The underlying cognitive and motivational mechanisms are discussed. Previous research suggests competing hypotheses regarding the effect of power on social projection. The current research proposes that this effect depends on the characteristics to be projected, namely warmth and competence. In four studies, participants first rated themselves on a list of traits/preferences, they then performed a power manipulation task, and, finally, they rated a target person on the same list. Studies 1 and 2 found that high-power participants projected less than low-power participants on characteristics related to warmth. Studies 3 and 4 revealed an interaction between power and dimensions of judgment such that low-power participants projected less than high-power participants on competence whereas the reverse was found on warmth. The underlying cognitive and motivational mechanisms are discussed.
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The power of projection for powerless and powerful people Social projection, the tendency to expect similarities between oneself and others (Robbins & Krueger, 2005) , is a strong and pervasive egocentric bias that can orient social judgments about others in significant ways (Krueger & Clement, 1994) . As a matter of fact, research has not only shown that people perceive high consensus for their behavior (Ross, Greene, & House, 1977) but also believe that others are and feel like themselves (Krueger, 1998; Van Boven & Lowenstein, 2003) and that others behave like they do in different situations and roles (Van Boven, Dunning, & Loewenstein, 2000) .
Social projection has received considerable attention over the last decade, especially with regard to its boundary conditions with most of the research examining the role of target characteristics as a moderator of social projection. For instance, it has been shown that projection is stronger for ingroup than for outgroup members (Cadinu & Rothbart, 1996; Clement & Krueger, 2002; Krueger & Zeiger, 1993) , for targets that we like (Machunsky, Toma, Yzerbyt, & Corneille, 2014) and for targets sharing similarities with oneself (Ames, 2004; Ames, Mor, & Toma, 2013) . In the present research, we propose that selfcharacteristics should also constitute an important moderator of social projection.
Specifically, we focus here on the experience of power. Power is a ubiquitous dimension of our daily encounters (Hall, Coats, & Smith LeBeau, 2005 ) that may affect the extent to which people use the self as a basis to judge others (Toma, Vasiljevic, Oberlé, & Butera, 2013) .
Moreover, the existing literature suggests competing hypotheses regarding the effect of power on projection. We begin this article with a brief overview of the literature on power before discussing the two competing hypotheses.
Power is a complex concept that includes such aspects as "control", "dominance", "outcome dependency" or "influence" and refers to status differences at the intergroup (i.e., social power) or the interpersonal level (i.e., interpersonal power) (Overbeck & Park, 2001 ).
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At the interpersonal level, power refers to differences among two or more interaction partners (Schmid Mast, 2010) and is commonly defined as one's asymmetric control over other people or resources (e.g., Magee & Galinsky 2008) .
The influence of power on social judgment has a long tradition in social psychology (for a recent review, see Guinote, 2013) . However, as far as we know, no research has examined the impact of power on social projection. A review of the existing literature suggests opposing effects.
One body of evidence suggests that high-power individuals use projection more than low-power individuals. Four types of arguments support this hypothesis. First, a state of power is associated with global processing style and focus on similarities (Förster, 2009; Smith & Trope, 2006) . Second, high-power people process information in a more heuristic, simplistic way (Fiske, 1993) . Third, high-power people are more egocentric as they lack in perspective taking (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006) and focus more on the self than on others (Brauer & Bourhis, 2006) . Fourth, high-power people tend to approach others (Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003) , leading to a decrease in social distance which is associated with stronger projection. Given that social projection is conceptualized as a heuristic process (Kruger, 2007) , allowing to increase similarities (Ames, 2004) and to decrease social distance (Liviatan, Trope, & Liberman, 2008; Stephan, Liberman, & Trope, 2010) , one might conclude that power should enhance projection.
There is also support, however, for the idea that low-power individuals use projection more than high-power individuals. Two types of arguments support this hypothesis. First, although low-power people may be motivated to form accurate impressions about others (Fiske, Morling, & Stevens, 1996; Keltner & Robinson, 1997) , they are less interpersonally sensitive (Schmid Mast, Jonas, & Hall, 2009 ) and less able to correctly assess a target person (Hall & Bernieri, 2001 ). Second, low-power people exhibit a higher level of self-awareness Running head: POWER AND INTERPERSONAL PROJECTION 5 (Garcia, 2002) and therefore they rely more easily on self-information when judging others (see also Vorauer & Ross, 1999) . This suggests that low-power people are more egocentric and, as a consequence, may be more inclined to use projection than high-power people.
Given the contradictory hypotheses emerging from the existing literature, the prediction regarding the main effect of power on projection is difficult to formulate.
We therefore first conducted two exploratory studies that tested the main effect of power using different manipulations. Power can be triggered by shifts in one's social role (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006; Griffin, Fuhrer, Stansfeld, & Marmot, 2002) or by recollections of times in which one possessed or lacked power (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003) . We used the role-power manipulation in Study 1 and the experiential-power manipulation in Study 2. We conducted two additional studies (Studies 3 & 4) aimed to clarify the main effect of power on projection. Discussion about specific hypothesis tested in those studies is presented in the introduction of Study 3.
Study 1

Method
Participants and Design
Fifty participants (25 females) university students in various disciplines, took part in a study on impression formation. They ranged in age from 18 to 25 years (M = 20.98, SD = 2.12). They were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions (low-vs. highpower).
Procedure
First, participants rated themselves on a list of 16 personality traits (8 positive and 8 negative). These traits, borrowed from Riketta and Sacramento (2008) , represent four of the Big Five personality traits (extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness, and openness to Running head: POWER AND INTERPERSONAL PROJECTION 6 experience; four adjectives for each trait). Participants had to indicate the extent to which each of the traits (e.g., progressive, sociable, slow) characterized them.
Second, participants read a scenario in which they had to imagine working on a collaborative task with another person. They were told that they were working in a company that deals with the digitalization of films recently released in cinemas. Participants were randomly assigned to the leader (high-power) or the subordinate (low-power) position. They learned that the leader was responsible for the quality of the project, for structuring the different tasks, and for the management of time. The subordinate contributed with ideas, but also needed to comply with the leader's requests and deadlines.
Third, participants were asked to rate the person with whom they imagined to collaborate on the same list of traits that they had used to rate the self. Participants were also invited to judge the valence of each trait. Finally, participants indicated whether they felt they had power in the situation. A 9-point scale was used for all ratings and in all studies.
Participants were then debriefed, thanked, and dismissed.
Results
Manipulation checks
Participants 1 in the high-power condition (M = 6.12, SD = 1.83) estimated that they had more power than participants in the low-power condition (M = 4.05, SD = 1.53), F(1,45) = 17.49, p <.001, η p ² = .28.
Main analyses
We first computed a distance measure of projection, reflecting each participant's average absolute difference between self-ratings and target-ratings. The smaller the distance, the more there is evidence for projection. The average distance was higher in the high-power condition (M = 1.72, SD = 0.57) than in the low-power condition (M = 1.42, SD = 0.48),
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Because the ratings of personality traits were nested within participants, our data were also submitted to a multilevel analysis (SAS PROC MIXED). We used target-ratings as criterion, self-ratings and trait valence as predictors at level 1 and power as predictor at level 2. We tested the cross-level interaction between self-ratings and power on target-ratings.
This interaction was significant, B=-.08, SE = .04, t = -2.05, p < .05. Simple-slopes analysis suggested that the relation between self-and target-ratings (self-target projection) was significant in the low-power condition, B =.18, SE = .05, t =3.55, p < .001, and only marginally significant in the high-power condition, B = .10, SE = .05, t = 1.81, p =.07. Selftarget projection was influenced by valence, B =-.03, SE = .01, t = -2.50, p < .05, whereas self-target projection by power was not influenced by valence, B =-.02, SE = .01, t = -1.81, p = .07.
Study 1 showed that participants in high-power position projected less onto the target than participants in the low-power position. Because the role assignment task manipulated both the power of participants and of the target to be judged, the two variables were confounded in this study. Therefore, the difference in projection could be due to differences in the power role of the target, rather than to differences in the power role of the participants.
Study 2
We tested once again the main effect of power on projection using a different manipulation of power. We also used other characteristics than traits, namely activity preferences.
A second aim was to examine the level of projection in the high-power and low-power conditions compared to a control condition.
Method
Participants and Design
Running head: POWER AND INTERPERSONAL PROJECTION 8 Sixty university students (52 females) took part in this study. They ranged in age from 18 to 34 years (M = 19.88, SD = 2.65). They were randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions (low-power, control or high-power).
Procedure
The second study was described as study on 'students' preferences and habits'. First, participants rated themselves on a list of 20 activity preferences (e.g., meeting friends, hiking, going to the cinema, cooking).
Second, participants completed the task of experiential power designed by Galinsky and colleagues (2003) . Specifically, in the high-power condition, participants were asked to recall in writing a time in which they had power over another individual. In the low-power condition, participants were asked to recall a time in which another person had power over them. In the control condition, participants were asked to recall a neutral event that occurred one day before.
Next, participants were asked to rate a fictitious student from their university on the same list of activities that they had used to rate the self. It is important to note that the target was different from the one that was evoked in the autobiographical memories used to manipulate power. Finally, participants indicated if they felt dominant and powerful in the situation they described earlier (r = .75, M = 4.30, SD = 2.22).
Results
Manipulation checks
Participants in the low-power condition estimated that they had less power (M = 2.32, SD = 1.33) than participants in the control condition (M = 4.42, SD = 1.82), and participants in the high-power condition (M = 6.15, SD = 1.60), F(2,57) = 28.78, p<.001, η p ² = .50. All pairwise differences were significant, p s <.001.
Main analyses
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Concerning the distance measure of projection, we found an effect of condition,
14. The average distance was higher in the high-power condition (M = 2.06, SD = 0.64)than in the low-power condition (M = 1.56, SD = 0.52), t(38) = 2.71, p <.01, whereas no difference was found between the low-power condition and the control condition (M = 1.76, SD = 0.38), t(38) = -1.38, p = .17.
The multilevel analysis also suggested that self-target projection depended on power, B =-.08, SE = .04, t = -2.13, p < .05. Self-target projection was lower in the high-power condition (B = .25, SE = .07, t = 3.73, p < .001) than in the control condition (B =.36, SE = .05, t =7.25, p < .001) and the low-power condition (B =.42 SE = .06, t =7.49, p < .001). Both a linear contrast and a contrast testing the high-power condition against the other two conditions were significant, B =-.08, SE = .04, t = -2.13, p < .05, and B 11 =.05, SE = .02, t = 2.02, p < .05, respectively. Again, participants in the high-power condition projected less than participants in the low-power condition and in the control condition.
Looking retrospectively to our materials, we realized that the characteristics we used were in majority related to the sociability dimension. In Study 1 we used four of the Big-Five dimensions (extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness, and openness to experience) among which three were related to sociability. In Study 2 we used activity preferences (e.g., meeting friends, going to cinema), which were also predominantly social, warmth characteristics.
The question thus remains to see whether high-power people always project less on their interaction partner or whether projection varies as a function of the type of characteristic at hand. In Study 3 and 4, we propose that the extent to which the self is projected onto others depends on the interaction between power and the characteristics to be projected.
Study 3
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Decades of research across multiple fields have suggested that two dimensionswarmth and competence -govern a great deal of social perceptions (for reviews, see Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005) .
What is important for the present research is that high-and low-power people differ in the relative value they attach to competence and warmth (Oldmeadow & Fiske, 2010; Cambon, Yzerbyt & Yakimova, in press ). High-power people see themselves (and are seen by others) as more competent than warm, whereas the reverse in true for low-power people (Oldmeadow & Fiske, 2010; Yzerbyt, Provost & Corneille, 2005) . This is in line with studies
showing that the experience of having power increases action-orientation (Galinsky et al., 2003) , confidence (Anderson and Berdahl 2002) , efficacy (Cuddy et al., 2008) , which are related to competence, whereas the absence of power increases attentiveness to others (Lee & Tiedens 2001; Rucker, Dubois, & Galinsky 2011) , ability to take others' perspective (e.g., Fiske 1993; Galinsky, et al. 2006) or compassion (e.g., Van Kleef, et al. 2008) , which are related to warmth. Competence/warmth is therefore the relevant dimension for highpower/low-power people because it emphasizes differences in the domain in which they are superior to high-power/ low-power people.
Recent studies showed that people project onto others because this allows reinforcing self-superiority . At the same time, people also recognize that some traits are more important than others. A study by showed that people project more competence than warmth when the task requires intelligence, but more warmth than competence when the task requires sociability. Taken together, these studies suggest that social projection might depend on the interaction between power and the type of characteristic that is being projected. Specifically, we hypothesize that high-and low-power people would emphasize their most relevant traits when projecting onto others, so that high-power people should project their competence more than low-power Running head: POWER AND INTERPERSONAL PROJECTION 11 people, whereas low-power people should project their warmth more than high-power people.
Method
Participants and Design
Fifty university students (24 females) took part in this study. They ranged in age from 17 to 25 years (M = 20.96, SD = 2.16). They were randomly assigned to one of two conditions (low-power or high-power).
Procedure
Participants first rated themselves on 8 competence traits (e.g., intelligent, lazy, convincing, unwise; α = .63) and 8 sociability traits (e.g., friendly, disdainful, funny, nice; α =.73). Half of these traits were positive and half were negative. These traits were taken from Kervyn, Yzerbyt, Judd, and Nunes (2009).
Second, participants completed the power-assignment role manipulation used in Study 1. Third, they were asked to think about the traits of another student from their university and rated this fictitious student on the same list of traits that they had used to rate the self. Finally, they indicated the extent to which they had power in the situation.
Results
Manipulation checks
Participants in the low-power condition estimated that they had less power (M = 5.42, SD = 2.02) than participants in the high-power condition (M = 7.58, SD = 1.21), F(1,47) = 20.30, p <.001, η p ² = .30.
Main analyses
A 2 condition (low-power vs. high-power) X 2 dimension (warmth vs. competence) We also analysed projection using multilevel analysis. Our hypothesis is that the selftarget projection is influenced by our level-2 variable (power) but also by a level-1 variable (dimension). In other words, we predicted the presence of a significant cross-level interaction between self-ratings, dimension, and power. Self-target projection was influenced by valence, B =.03, SE = .01, t = 2.36, p <.05, so that participants projected more on positive than on negative traits. Valence did not affect the interaction between self-ratings, dimension, and power, B = .01, SE = .01, t < 1.
Study 3 confirmed our prediction and showed that both low-and high-power participants project onto others but this tendency varied as a function of warmth and competence. Results on the two measures of projection (average distance and covariation in multilevel) send a consistent message. Specifically, projection was higher in the low-power condition than in the high-power condition on warmth, which is in line with was has been found in Studies 1 and 2. The reverse pattern was found for competence, although the results
were not as strong as we expected. One limit of the study is that the role-power assignment manipulated both the power of the self and the power of the target. We therefore sought to replicate this interaction in Study 4, this time using the experiential power manipulation. We also added a control condition.
Study 4 Method
Participants and Design
Seventy-five university students (50 females) took part in this study. They ranged in age from 16 years to 29 years (M = 20.63, SD = 2.74). They were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (low-power, control or high-power).
Procedure
The same procedure as in Study 3 was used. This time participants completed the same task of experiential power used in Study 2. As a manipulation check, they indicated the extent to which they were dominant and powerful in the situation they described (r = .80, M = 3.78, SD = 2.00). Again, participants rated the self and the target on 8 competence (α = .73) and 8 sociability traits (α =.72).
Results
Manipulation checks
Participants 2 in the low-power condition estimated that they had less power (M = 1.96, SD = 0.99) than participants in the control condition (M = 3.87, SD = 1.66) and participants in the high-power condition (M = 5.44, SD = 1.53), F(2,68) = 34.95, p <.001, η p ² = .51. All pairwise differences were significant, p s <.001.
Main analyses
A 3 condition (low-power, control, high-power) X 2 dimension (warmth vs. Results on multilevel analysis indicated that projection did not depend on power, B = .0001, SE = .03, t < 1, but depended on dimension, B = .11, SE = .02, t = 4.34, p < .001.
Again, participants projected more on warmth than on competence. More importantly, the self-target projection depended on power manipulation and dimension, B =-.08, SE = .02, t = -3.16, p < .001. For warmth, a linear contrast showed a significant effect of power on projection, B = -.08, SE = .04, t = -2.07, p < .05: Participants in the low-power condition Again, participants in the low-power condition projected more on warmth than participants in the high-power condition, whereas the reverse was found for competence.
Participants in the control condition fell in between low-and high-power participants on both warmth and competence.
General Discussion
Across four experiments, using different power manipulations and different characteristics, we tested the impact of power on social projection. In Studies 1 and 2 we explored the main effect of power on projection and found that the high-power participants projected less than the low-power participants. A retrospective analysis of the materials revealed that the characteristics used to measure projection in those studies were predominantly social, warmth characteristics. Therefore, in Studies 3 and 4, we directly tested whether the effect of power on projection depended on the characteristics to be projected, Running head: POWER AND INTERPERSONAL PROJECTION 16 namely warmth and competence. We found that low-power people projected their warmth more than high-power people, whereas high-power people projected their competence more than low-power people.
There are different potential explanations for this result. Previous research has shown that high-power people attach more value to competence than to warmth, while the reverse is true for low-power people (Oldmeadow & Fiske, 2010; Cambon, Yzerbyt & Yakimova, in press ). This suggests that competence is the salient dimensions for high-power people, while warmth is the salient dimension for low-power people. Because the salient characteristics have a greater influence on self and others judgments (Vorauer & Ross, 1999) , one explanation rests on the idea that low-and high-power people mainly project their most salient characteristics.
Another explanation could be that low-and high-power people emphasize their most relevant traits when projecting onto others. This is in line with recent studies showing that people project onto others when this allows reinforcing self-superiority .
Given that social projection is conceptualized as a cognitive tool (Krueger & Clement, 1996) , but also as a motivational mechanism (Toma & Woltin, 2012) , both salience and selfsuperiority could be valid explanations for the effect of power on social projection. Future research should manipulate people's self-awareness and self-superiority in order to test for the role of those underlying mechanisms.
Our results also point toward an interpretation in terms of social distance. Social projection has been conceptualized as the process allowing to regulate social distance and to induce a feeling of connectedness (Liviatan et al., 2008; Stephan et al., 2010) . At the same time, power was found to increases social distance (Galinsky et al., 2006; Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2012; Magee & Smith, 2013) . Our results are in line with this notion: Highpower people projected less than low-power people on warmth, which is essentially social and related to interpersonal distance. At the same time, high-power people projected more on competence, which might be consistent with studies showing that high-power people display approach tendencies (Keltner et al., 2003) . It could be that powerful people feel generally distant toward others, but have approach tendencies on dimensions conveying a sense of competence.
One important limitation of the present studies is the absence of individuating information about the target. One could argue than under those circumstances participants were forced to rely on their own characteristics when judging the target. But if participants were indeed constrained by the lack of information, projection should have occurred in all conditions. Our data show that low-power participants did not project on the competence dimension. Of importance too, people in real life situations often have limited information about others and are left to form expectations about them in the absence of individual information.
Despite this limitation, the present work has important implications. Previous research on social projection investigated its moderators at the level of target's characteristics. The present research shows that projection is also moderated by the self-characteristics. People do not only project as a function of how they see the target, but also as a function of how they see themselves. Consistent with this idea, research has shown that projection increases when selfknowledge is primed (Karylowski & Skarzynska, 1992) . Our manipulation of power activated different self-concepts (related to warmth and competence) that were projected to a different extent on the target to-be-judged.
Our work also has implications for research on the two fundamental dimensions of social judgment (Judd et al., 2005 ; for a review, see Kervyn et al., 2010) . Competence and warmth underlie social perception across different research domains, namely person perception (Zanna & Hamilton, 1972) , intergroup perception , Running head: POWER AND INTERPERSONAL PROJECTION 18 face perception (Montepare & Dobish, 2003) . The present research indicates that warmth and competence are also important dimensions for social projection research. For example, Studies 3 and 4 showed that participants projected more on warmth than on competence. This finding provides further support for the primary role of warmth in social perception .
Conclusion
The present research proposes that power is an important moderator of social projection. By taking into account the role of warmth and competence, this work contributes to a more complete picture of the effects of power on self-other similarity. Our results suggest that low-and high-power people tend to project on those dimensions that are most salient and relevant for them in social interactions. 
